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evasion under qualifying circumstances? Yet Lord Wright
was prepared to give effect to a most obvious escape from
Newfoundland to English law, in a case of an affreightment
beginning in Newfoundland, "even where the parties are
not English and the transactions are carried on completely
outside England."
As mentioned earlier^ a citizen of Ecuador who had no
ties with England and a Canadian corporation contracting in
New York could validly submit to English law in the eyes of
an English court.51
There is more reason for wonderment. Apart from fre-
quent references in the American usury cases? which are a
special matter, when courts mention the requirement in ques-
tion,52 they quite regularly do so in order to state that in the
case at bar the contract does have a sufficient connection with
the chosen law. This is true for most American as well as for
all English and German decisions/3 and this is only natural.
In regular commerce, parties never select a law having "no"
relation to their obligations.54
The Supreme Court of Rhode Island, however, in the
case of an employment contract, once made serious use of the
alleged rule that questions of validity and construction cannot
be referred by the parties to the law of a state in which the
contract is not made nor to be performed.55 For some reason
51 British Controlled Oilfields v. Stagg (1921)  66 Sol. J. 18, supra p. 381
n. 91.
52 Out of 18 cases considered In the note, "Validity and effect of stipulation
in contract etc.,'* 112 A. L. R. 124 to 130 (left), only three are not concerned
with nsiiry. One trust case is without significance. On the two others, namely,
Gerli v. Cunard S. S. Co., involving bills of lading, see supra p. 374 n. 63,
and on the principal case, Owens v. Hagenbeck5 see below n. 55.
53 For the American cases see BATIFFGL 41 n. i. In England, the decision
in "The Torn!** is no counter-instance and its main argument has been chal-
lenged in the Vita Food's case. The German decisions cited fttpr& n. 40 have in
each case approved of the stipulation.
54 See MELCHIOR., 3 Z.ausLPR. (1929) 179,
55 Owens v. Hagenbeck-Wallace Shows Co.  (R. I.  1937)   192 Atl.  158,
aff'd, 464, 112 A. L. R. 113.